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selection for each cell being equal to the proportion of the participant sample that feil into the same cell.8
Two aspects of the PRG analysis are troubling. First, the authors used an ordinary least squares procedure to estimate their model equations where some of their dependent variables take only two values (e.g., 0: out of school, 1: in school) . This, in addition to use of procedures that assume simple random sampling, raises doubts about the accuracy of the reported significance levels. On a more Substantive level, we note that the authors never combine their separate analyses of employment Status and education, and so we cannot teil to what extent the decreased earnings of CETA participants might be due to the increased enrollments in school. If this were to account for an important share of the observed income drop, one might characterize the earnings decline äs an investment of foregone earnings in education rather than a negative outcome of CETA.
Additional PRG analyses estimate that CETA had few impacts on other outcomes (e.g., receipt of weifare or unemployment income, criminal behavior, graduation from high school, disciplinary problems in school, or health Status) that were reliably different from zero, based on the
BBecause the published description of these procedures is garbled in places, it is not entirely clear how this selection strategy would differ from a cell-matching procedure—except for the arbitrary manner in which the size of the "control" sample is set (i.e., by specifying a sampling fraction). In other details, there are also several puzzling aspects. For example, great efforts are put into constructing a composite family income and social Status indicator (from a regression using 97 variables reflecting aspects of youths1 income and social Status), but the resultant continuous variable (scaled in a metric of "expected" family income) is merely dichotomized (less than $15,000 versus more than $15,000 per year).
The resulting samples were then used to estimate program impacts by embedding a dichotomous program participation variable in equations predicting each of the outcomes shown in Table D.4.  (Other independent variables in these equations were intended to control for region, age, race, pre-enrollment employment Status, family income, marital Status, educational level, and health status.)  It will be seen from Table D.4 that across all time periods studied, PRG estimates that the net impact of CETA was -$28 per month on earnings from unsubsidized employment. Estimated net impacts for other outcome variables are also negative or "insignificant."  (Note, however, that the t-ratios are likely to be inaccurate since the PRG analysis treated the NLS data äs if they had been derived from a simple random sample of the population; see note 5.) The sole positive result shown in this analysis is for education, for which it is estimated that the net impact of CETA was to increase the probability that the youth would remain in (or return to) school by 5.6 percent.

